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PREFACE 

This  report  is  for  staff  use  and  does  not  represent 
Authority  Policy  or  a  finished  plan.   It  is  written  as  a 
summary  statement  of  current  development  proposals.   A  dis- 
cussion of  existing  conditions,  overall  renewal  objectives 
and  other  more  detailed  information  can  be  found  in  earlier 
studies. 

Unless  there  is  serious  contention  with  the  proposals 
discussed  in  this  report,  it  is  believed  that  development  plans 
with  a  few  minor  exceptions  -  have  been  clarified  to  the  point 
where  discussions  with  the  Community  and  outside  agencies  can 
be  resumed. 

Direct  contributions  to  the  content  of  this  report  were 
made  by  many  staff  members:   Traffic  and  Street  Planning  - 
Fred  Salvucci?  Housing  and  Population  data  -  Sylvia  Pellini 
and  Marcia  McMahon;  industrial  Development  -  Rick  Kuner  and 
David  Reis?  Retail  Analysis  -  Jim  Boland;  Business  Relocation  - 
Sumner  Hoisington;  Medical  Facilities  -  David  Myers;  Acquisi- 
tion Data  -  Bill  McHugh  and  Julius  Leviney  Site  Design  - 
George  Stephen  and  John  Kiedaisch;  editing  of  the  report  and 
general  coordination  -  John  Stainton. 


PROJECT  DIRECTOR'S  REVIEW 

The  staff  who  have  worked  on  South  End  in  cooperation 
with  John  Stainton  and  myself  deserve  a  great  deal  of  credit 
for  clarifying  many  conflicting  issues  concerning  South  End 
planning.   To  the  South  End  Project  staff  in  its  entirety  must 
go  a  great  deal  of  credit  for  working  diligently  and  efficient- 
ly on  a  most  difficult  project. 

To  Tom  Deely  must  go  much  of  the  credit  for  the  South 
End  concept,  i'/hich  has  given  a  direction  for  planning  and  a 
means  of  communicating  at  many  levels  with  a  great  number  of 
South  End  groups  and  persons.  Over  one  hundred  meetings  have 
been  held,  at  which  the  concept  has  been  shown.   At  each  meet- 
ing, the  groups  have  been  asked  whether  they  feel  the  concept 
is  the  correct  direction  for  South  End  Planning.   Each  group 
has  assented. 

The  project  staff  who  have  walked  the  neighborhoods  with 
South  End  neighbors;  members  of  the  staff  who  have  met  with 
many,  many  persons  in  order  to  develop  a  consistent  and  ra- 
tional approach  to  planning  v/ith  people?  and  those  staff  mem- 
bers attending  meetings  of  many  types  have  all  contributed  to 
this  effort.   Special  credit  must  go  the  South  End  neighborhood 
groups,  and  the  South  End  Urban  Renewal  Committee,  its  mem- 
bership, and  especially  its  chairman,  George  Farrah,  for  di- 
rection and  advice. 

While  it  is  impossible  to  predict  results  in  such  a 

complex  community  as  the  South  End,  it  is  believed  that  this 
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summary,  and  the  more  detailed  urban  renewal  plan  to  follow, 
will  meet  with  general  acceptance  in  the  South  End  Community. 
Certainly,  a  great  deal  of  effort,  time,  and  thought,  has  been 
taken  by  the  entire  South  End  staff  for  this  end.  To  all  of 
them  the  Project  Director  must  say,  "Thank  you  for  a  job  \tfell- 
done  -  and  for  the  prospect  of  the  work  to  follow,  all  your 
able  assistance  is  vitally  necessary." 

Certain  changes  have  been  made  since  March  16,  1964. 
These  deserve  to  be  mentioned? 

1.  The  library  is  proposed  to  be  located  in  the  Community 
Center  area. 

2.  The  proposed  MDC  sitfimming  pool  and/or  skating  rink 
is  to  be  located  in  the  Center  area. 

3.  Some  effort  is  being  made  to  determine  whether  a  new 
post  office  might  be  appropriate  in  the  Center  area,  thus 
more  closely  tying  in  the  Cathedral  Housing  Project  with 
the  rest  of  South  End,  by  proper  utilization  of  the  old 
post  office  site. 

4.  Efforts  are  being  made  to  determine  whether  a  new 
Boys'  Club  can  be  developed  in  the  Center  area. 

5.  The  Cultural  Arts  Center  is  being  proposed  at  the 
site  of  the  existing  flower  exchange  -  utilizing  this 
building  as  part  of  a  complex.   Parking  could  occur 
underground,  beneath  the  proposed  playground  for  the 
Mackey  School. 
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6.   Two  Community  Schools  are  planned  -  one  at  the  new 

Intermediate  School  and  one  at  the  new  Bates  School. 

It  is  the  Project  Director's  firm  belief  -  and  to  this 
end  is  he  tirorking  -  that  renewal  is  not  meaningful  in  the  South 
End  \tfithout  a  companion,  full-scale  program  of  social-economic 
action  within  the  geographic  boundaries  of  the  South  End. 

Too  many  writers  have  discussed  the  urban  problem  to  have 
to  enumerate  all  the  inter-related  concerns  facing  the  South 
End.  We  have  the  opportunity  in  the  South  End  to  pioneer 
Community  Development,  if  there  is  the  courage  to  try.  We 
must,  I  believe,  face  the  problems  where  they  are,  and  not 
shunt  them  somewhere  else.   To  this  end,  some  on  the  project 
team  are  developing  a  sense  of  direction  for  others  to  follow. 
We  will  take  the  lead  in  stimulating  others  to  do  the  right 
thing  wherever  possible.  This,  in  some  ways,  is  more  impor- 
tant than  the  physical  renewal  of  the  area. 

Much  help  has  been  given  in  all  these  endeavors  by 
Mr.  Charles  Liddell,  Director  of  U.S.E.S.  and  by  Mr.  Charles 
Fraggos,  and  his  Community  Organization  staff  for  the  same 
agency.   It  is  hoped  that  they  will  continue  to  be  counted  in 
the  Community  Development  concept,  in  which  we  find  much  agree- 
ment.  Mr.  John  Smith,  Miss  Joan  Langhorn,  Mr.  Daniel  Clifford, 
and  Mr.  Vincent  Ciampa,  all  previously  employed  by  ABCD,  were 
tremendously  vital  forces  in  helping  to  shape  thinking  about 
the  South  End.   Their  personal  efforts  cannot  go  unrecognized. 
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SUMMARY  OP  I12\JOR  PIAK  PROPOSALS 
(Excluding  Castle  Square) 


1.  Circulation  and  Street  System 

a.  Construction  of  a  South  End  bypass  along  the 
K#Y.fN#lI.,&  II.  railroad  tracks. 

b.  Construction  of  a  service  road  along  the  turnpike. 

c.  Conversion  of  Columbus  Avenue  to  a  local  collector 
street  -  cutting  its  width  by  half. 

d.  Relocation  of  Albany  Street  along  the  Southeast  Ex- 
pressway. 

e.  Widening  of  Dover  Street  by  30  feet,  to  handle 
cross-town  traffic. 

f.  Addition  of  a  1500-space  parking  garage  adjacent 
to  City  Hospital. 

2.  Cpremu n  i  ty  pa c  j.  1  i, t i es 

Schools t     Construction  of  four  elementary  and  one  interme- 
diate school  to  replace  five  existing  schools. 
Playgrounds t   To  be  located  adjacent  to  existing  and  proposed 
schools;  four  developed,  for  year-round  programs  serving 
all  age  groups. 

Plavfieldsi  Enlargement  and  rehabilitation  of  Carter  Field; 
replacement  of  Rotch  with  a  new  playf ield  along  Washington 
Street. 

Recreation  Centers:  A  net/  center  to  be  built  adjacent  to 
the  Carter  Playground  as  port  of  the  new  intermediate 
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school;  additional  indoor  facilities  also  to  be  provided 
adjacent  to  the  Mackey  School. 

Skating  Rink  or  Swimming  Pools  At  the  new  Washington  Street 
playfield  and  at  Carter  Field. 

Library t     Relocation  of  the  existing  library  to  a  separate 
new  building. 

a.  Construction  of  2200  units  under  the  following 
programs : 

400  units  -  Housing  for  the  elderly. 
300  units  -  Public  housing  for  families. 
1100  units  -  221(d) 3 
400  units  -  Other  housing  programs,  such  as  220. 

b.  Rehabilitation  of  300  units  (mostly  vacant)  through 
direct  BRA  or  BHA  action. 

4.   Retail  Development 

No  major  new  shopping  facilities  are  proposed. 

5.  indystriftl  PQveilopngnfr 

a.  Consolidation  of  the  Flower  Market  on  a  new  site 
along  the  Southeast  Expressway. 

b.  Redevelopment  of  an  area  totaling  28  acres  and 
including  the  ME&  yards,  the  Rotch  Playground,  and 
other  nearby  blighted  property. 

6.  Relocation 

a.   Relocation  of  3,000  households,  occupied  by  5,487 
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persons  -  18%  of  the  total, 
b.   2,800  of  the  above  persons  are  non-white. 

Table  1-1 

SUMMARY  OF  PROJECT  STATISTICS 
(Excluding  Castle  Square) 

Acres 

1.  Total  Project  Acreage  566 

Area  to  be  Acquired  134 
Reuse: 

Residential  54 

Community  Facilities  50 

Industrial  and  Retail  30 

Dollars 


Total  Project  Expenses: 

Land  Acquisition  14,434,000 

Site  Improvements  and  Non-Cash  Grant s- 

In-Aid  17,917,000 

Administrative  and  Other  Expenditures  9,147,000 

Gross  Project  Cost  41,498,000 

Land  Disposition  1; 888, 000 

Net  Project  Cost  39,610,000 
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BASIC  ASSUMPTIONS 
A  number  of  general  principles  or  concepts  have  been  es- 
tablished by  the  Project  Director  and  discussed  with  South  End 
Community  groups.  These  concepts  have,  it  is  understood,  been 
generally  accepted  by  these  groups.   Briefly,  they  include: 

1.  The  Designation  of  Industrial  and  Residential  Areas 

The  land  between  Harrison  Avenue  and  the  Southeast  Express- 
way should  be  developed  for  additional  industrial  and  institu- 
tional use.  The  area  from  Harrison  Avenue  to  the  northwestern 
project  boundary  should  be  devoted  to  residentially-oriented 
uses. 

2.  "Gateways"  to  the  South  End 

These  should  be  developed  at  connecting  points  to  other 
areas  at  locations  such  as  Massachusetts  Avenue,  and  West  New- 
ton Street.  They  should  consist  of  new  development  (housing, 
schools,  etc.)  designed  to  create  a  new  and  more  favorable 
image  of  the  South  End. 

3.  Community  Center 

A  center  containing  "one  of  a  kind"  community  facilities 
should  be  developed  in  the  vicinity  of  West  Canton  Street  and 
Shawmut  Avenue  to  provide  a  new  focus  of  community  activity 
and  a  source  of  neighborhood  identification.   Included  in  the 
center  could  be  such  facilities  as  a  library,  elementary  school, 
skating  rink,  and  swimming  pool. 
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4.  Cross  Traffic 

Along  residential  streets  such  as  itfest  Dedham,  cross  traf- 
fic should  be  discouraged  by  improving  peripheral  routes  and 
by  making  cross  movements  in  residential  areas  more  difficult. 

5.  An  Additional  Assumption 

In  preparing  this  report,  a  further  assumption  is  neces- 
sary: that  a  concentrated  program  of  health,  education,  wel- 
fare, and  other  services  will  be  undertaken  as  part  of  any 
renewal  program.  Failure  to  do  so  will  mean  most  South  End 
residents  will  derive  little  benefit  from  the  program  and  that 
relocation  will  cause  a  shift  of  problems  from  one  area  of  the 
city  to  another,  without  any  real  solution.   By  using  a  com- 
bination of  renewal  and  other  programs,  steps  can  be  taken  to 
make  the  South  End's  problems  more  manageable,  without  passing 
them  on  to  another  area. 

Programs  beyond  the  scope  of  physical  renewal  should  in- 
clude such  diverse  activities  as  improved  health  services? 
employment  and  retraining  centers;  reception  and  treatment 
centers  for  alcoholics?  improved  garbage  collection?  and  ex- 
tended year-round  public  recreation  programs. 
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CIRCULATION  AMD  STREET  SYSTEM 

Major  elements  of  the  street  plan  are  briefly  described 
below,  and  presented  in  summary  charts,  Tables  3-1  and  3-2. 
Proposed  street  classifications  are  diagrammed  in  Figure  3-1; 
cross  sections  in  Figure  3-2. 
1.   The  Inner  Belt 

The  exact  location  and  design  of  the  Inner  Belt  is  not 
known  at  the  present  time.  Plans  for  the  South  End  have  as- 
sumed the  alignment  and  interchanges  studied  by  the  BRA  Trans- 
portation staff  will  be  followed,  rather  than  the  preliminary 
designs  of  the  DPW.  However,  land  use  and  circulation  pro- 
posals for  the  South  End  can  be  accommodated  under  both  alter- 
natives. 

Bridges  across  the  Inner  Belt  are  proposed  at  Cabot  Street 
(to  handle  Tremont  Street  traffic),  at  Shawmut,  Washington,  and 
Harrison.  Columbus  Avenue  will  not  bridge  the  Inner  Belt. 

2.    spuifr  M  gypass 

The  plan  proposes  an  expressway  link  along  the  N.Y##N.H.,&H, 
Railroad,  between  the  Inner  Belt  and  the  Turnpike.  One-half 
of  the  highway  would  be  built  on  the  South  End  side  of  the 
tracks,  the  other  half  on  the  Back  Bay  side. 

The  road  should  be  grade  separated  and  pass  under  Massa- 
chusetts Avenue  and  West  Newton  Street  at  approximately  the 
same  grade  as  the  Railroad.  Slip  ramps  would  provide  access  to 
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these  streets. 

Pedestrian  overpasses  to  Back  Bay  could  be  provided  at 
Camden  Street,  West  Rutland  Street,  Braddock  Park,  and  West 
Canton  Street. 

Clearance  of  residential  property  would  be  very  limited; 
only  12  structures  would  have  to  be  acquired. 
Total  Cost  (South  End  side  only)  is  estimated  at  $1,210,000.00. 

3.  Turnpike  Service  Roads 

A  service  road  is  proposed  along  the  northern  border  of 
the  project,  from  the  interchange  at  Dartmouth  Street  to  Wash- 
ington Street.  It  will  not  involve  any  land  taking  if  built 
over  the  M.Y.C.  Railroad  tracks  on  a  viaduct. 
Total  Cost  (South  End  side  only)  is  estimated  at  $1,200,000.00. 

4.  Columbus  Avenue 

Construction  of  the  Inner  Belt  will  make  it  impossible  for 
Columbus  Avenue  to  continue  as  a  through  street.  This  fact, 
coupled  with  the  proposed  construction  of  the  South  End  Bypass, 
will  make  it  possible  to  downgrade  the  street  from  its  present 
arterial  function  to  that  of  a  collector  street,  cutting  the 
width  from  64  feet  to  40  feet.  The  24-foot  strip  thus  created 
would  be  developed  on  the  northern  side  as  a  linear  park. 

5.  Tremont  Street 

Tremont  Street  will  continue  to  act  as  a  major  arterial. 
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The  width  of  the  street  will  remain  unchanged.   Expected  in- 
crease in  volume  will  be  handled  by  signalization  and  improved 
paving. 

6.  Shawmut  Avenue 

The  street  will  continue  to  be  one-way  south,  acting  as 
a  pair  with  Harrison  Avenue,  which  is  proposed  to  carry  traffic 
one-way  north.  KTo  change  in  width  is  proposed. 

7.  Washington  Street 

Any  redesign  of  the  street  at  the  present  time  is  diffi- 
cult because  of  the  Elevated.  The  longitudinal  spacing  of 
columns  varies, and  although  the  width  of  the  Elevated  is  con- 
stant, its  location  within  the  street  varies.  The  width  of 
Washington  Street  ranges  from  38  feet  at  Dover  Street  to  88  feet 
as  it  approaches  Massachusetts  Avenue. 

In  terms  of  its  proposed  traffic  function,  Washington 
could  be  narrowed  from  its  present  width  to  64  feet.  Whether 
this  can  be  done  with  the  Elevated  in  place  has  been  given 
some  study,  but  no  satisfactory  answer  has  yet  been  found. 

8.  Harrison  Avenue 

The  street  is  proposed  to  carry  traffic  one-way  north, 
thus  acting  as  a  pair  with.  Shawmut  Avenue,  which  is  to  carry 
traffic  one-way  south.  The  width  will  remain  unchanged. 

9.  Mbanv.  street 

Relocation  of  the  street  to  an  alignment  along  the  central 
artery  is  proposed.  The  existing  Albany  Street  right-of-way 
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will  be  maintained  for  local  access. 
10.   Massachusetts  Avenue 

The  street  will  continue  to  act  as  a  major  arterial  with 
no  changes  in  width.  Greatly  reduced  traffic  volumes  are  anti- 
cipated, however,  once  the  Inner  Belt  is  constructed. 

A  proposal  to  relocate  Massachusetts  Avenue,  and  thereby 
make  it  possible  to  reclaim  Chester  Park,  was  examined  briefly, 
but  then  discarded  as  being  too  expensive. 

11.    Beit  Kfflton  Street  a  Past  Fe^pn,  Street 

No  changes  in  width  are  proposed.  As  some  additional 

traffic  is  expected  on  this  street,  parking  should  be  removed 

from  one  side  of  the  street. 

12.   Dartmouth  Street  -  Dedham  Street  -  Msar.  Revnoldg  Wav  - 
Maiden  Street 

Conflicting  requirements  have  made  it  difficult  to  reach 
a  satisfactory  decision  on  this  street's  function  and  design. 

It  acts  as  an  important  gateway  street  -  both  from  the 
Back  Bay  and  the  south.  The  Cathedral,  one  of  the  area's  most 
important  landmarks,  lies  along  this  route.  To  make  this  link 
to  other  areas  a  devious  one  will  tend  to  eliminate  some  of 
the  desired  "gateway"  effect,  and  result  in  an  obscure  circu- 
lation pattern. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  this  road  wer?  to  be  heavily  em- 
phasized by  widening  or  other  means,  it  would  result  in  an  in- 
crease of  traffic  through  a  predominantly  residential  area. 

In  order  to  satisfy  both  concerns,  the  designers  and  plan- 
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ners  working  on  the  South  End  Project  propose  that  West  Dedham 
Street  be  kept  as  narrow  as  possible,  but  that  it  be  continued 
to  Washington  Street,  as  at  present.  Thus,  the  continuity  of 
the  street  would  be  maintained  without  encouraging  heavy  vol- 
umes of  traffic. 

13.  Berkeley  Street  -  Dover  Street 

Berkeley  Street  is  to  remain  one-way  north  at  its  present 
dimension. 

Dover  Street  is  to  be  widened  from  34 ■  to  64'  and  will 
serve  as  a  major  cross-town  artery,  carrying  traffic  from  Tre- 
mont  Street  and  from  adjacent  industrial  areas. 

14.  Qtfrer  Street  changes 

Alteration  of  the  street  pattern  in  Lower  Roxbury,  in  the 
industrial  area  along  Albany  Street,  and  at  a  number  of  other 
points,  has  been  proposed,  in  order  to  obtain  a  more  effi- 
cient land  use  pattern.  The  streets  involved  are  local  in 
character,  and  do  not  a  :f ect  the  circulation  system  described 
above. 
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COMMUNITV  FACILITIES 


Schools 

Proposals  for  new  schools  follow  the  Harvard  study  Bos- 
ton Schools f   which  recommends  the  abandonment  of  five  schools 
and  the  construction  of  five  new  ones. 


Schools  to 

Abandon 


School  Proposes 

Schools  to 

Remain 


Hew  Schools 


G.  Bancroft 

J.  Bates 

Everett 

Hyde 

J.J.  Williams 


C.E.Mackey 
J,  Hurley 


New  Bancroft 

New  Bates 

New  Hyde 

New  Intermediate 

New  Williams 


Renewal  plans  may  alter  the  size  of  these  schools  some- 
what, but  not  sufficiently  to  change  the  number  proposed. 

School  locations  were  chosen  which,  in  most  cases,  would 
involve  minimum  clearance.  In  several  cases,  part  of  an  exist- 
ing school  site  would  be  used.  Locations  were  also  considered 
in  relation  to  service  area,  traffic,  and  other  schools  that 
would  remain.   (See  Figure  4-1) 

The  proposed  location  of  the  new  intermediate  school  on 
Massachusetts  Avenue  is  particularly  appropriate.  As  this 
school  is  to  serve  an  area  wider  than  the  South  End,  it  has 
been  located  on  a  major  street  at  a  "gateway"  to  the  South 
End,  thus  avoiding  the  problems  of  over-identification  with 
any  particular  neighborhood.  By  choosing  this  location,  full 
use  can  also  be  made  of  the  existing  Carter  Playground. 
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Playgrounds 

A  "neighborhood  playground"  is  defined  as  serving  all  age 
groups  and  is  staffed  on  a  year-round  basis.   It  has  both  an 
outdoor  and  a  small  indoor  area.   Staffing  and  maintenance  would 
be  carried  out  by  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Department. 

Three  now  neighborhood  playgrounds  are  proposed  for  the 
sites  of  the  neitf  Williams,  Hyde,  and  Bancroft  Schools.   In 
addition,  year-round  programs  t^ould  continue  at  O'Day  Play- 
ground.  Elementary  schools,  other  than  the  three  mentioned  above, 
would  have  school  playgrounds  operated  by  the  School  Department, 
for  recess  and  physical  education.   They  could  also  be  used 
during  the  summer  months  for  playground  programs  less  extensive 
than  at  the  neighborhood  playground.  Owned  and  operated  by  the 
School  Department,  these  school  playgrounds  could  be  staffed 
during  the  summer  months  by  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Department. 

Plavfields 

Turf  areas  of  sufficient  size  for  sports  such  as  football 
and  baseball  have  been  classified  as  "playfields".  Two  are 
proposed  for  the  South  End.   One  is  the  existing  Carter  field, 
adjacent  to  the  proposed  intermediate  school  and  recreation  cen- 
ter. A  second  will  be  built  across  Washington  Street  from  the 
new  Williams  School,  to  serve  as  a  replacement  for  the  poorly 
located  Rotch  field.   It  will  also  include  a  year-round  swimming 
pool  or  skating  rink. 
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PROPOSED  SCHOOL  AND  OUTDOOR  RECREATION  AREAS 

Schpol 

School 

and  Plavaround 

Adi scent  Plavfield 

New  Bancroft  Elera. 

3.52 

acres 

— ■  acres 

New  Williams  " 

3.60 

n 

5.32 

New  Bates     " 

2.13 

ii 

-- 

New  Hyde      " 

4.59 

u 

— 

New  Intermediate 

5.23 

n 

5.87 (Including  5 

acres  -  Carter 
Playground) 

Existing  Mackey 

Intermediate 

1.96 

u 

-- 

Proposed  Mackey 

Playground 

1.06 

it 

— 

Existing  Hurley 

Elementary 

2.04 

ii 

— 

O'Day  (Playground 

only) 

29.03 

u 
ii 

— — 

TOTAL: 

11.19  acres 

CQTOffltey  fiecreqt^ojaCT£en.tej: 

A  recreation  center  should  be  included  as  part  of  the  new 
intermediate  school,  proposed  for  Massachusetts  Avenue,  on  a 
site  adjacent  to  the  Carter  Playground. 

A  "recreation  center"  is  defined  as  having  an  indoor  re- 
creation building  with  gym,  auditorium,  craft-rooms,  etc.,  for 
all  ages,  but  concentrating  on  teenagers  and  adults.  Playfields 
and  specialized  facilities,  such  as  tennis  courts,  would  be 
included  on  the  same  site. 

It  is  proposed  the  building  be  owned  and  maintained  by 
the  School  Department,  playing  fields  owned  and  maintained  by 
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the  Parks  and  Recreation  Department,  and  after-school  and  sum- 
mer programs  be  provided  by  the  Parks  and  Recreation  Department. 

The  existing  Carter  Playground  would  be  included  in  the 
total  site  development  of  the  Intermediate  School  and  the  Com- 
munity Recreation  Center. 

A  second  recreation  center  using  the  existing  Mackey  fa- 
cilities is  also  proposed.  The  school  has  an  auditorium  and 
gym.  Whether  or  not  additional  facilities  are  needed  requires 
further  study.  Surrounding  development  makes  it  impossible  to 
build  out-door  playing  fields  at  this  location. 

Parks 

Rehabilitation  of  Blackstone  and  Franklin  Squares  will  be 
undertaken  as  part  of  the  renewal  plan. 

In  addition,  linear  parks  are  proposed  along  Columbus  avenue 
(24  feet  wide) ?  along  Warren  Avenue  (14  feet  wide) ;  and  along 
Dover  Street  (40  feet  wide) .  Dimensions  do  not  include  the 
existing  sidewalks.  These  parks  would  be  provided  with  trees, 
grass,  paved  area,  and  informal  play  equipment. 

Additional  small  parks  of  less  than  one  acre  will  be  de- 
veloped as  part  of  the  new  housing  sites  and  in  rehabilitation 
areas . 

Skat&ng  ftink  and  Sw;yrcwT  Pop} 

A  skating  rink  or  year-round  swimming  pool  is  proposed  for 
a  location  on  the  Washington  Street  playfield,  across  from  the 
Williams  School.  It  will  serve  the  South  Cove,  as  well  as 
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South  End.  By  locating  in  this  area,  it  will  bring  activity 
to  a  transitional  area  between  residential  and  industrial  areas, 
without  this  type  of  space,  the  playfield  could  easily  become 
a  "dead  space",  not  unlike  the  Rotch  Playground.  A  second 
year-round  swimming  pool  or  skating  rink  is  also  proposed  for 
the  Carter  field,  in  conjunction  vith  the  proposed  recreation 
center. 

Library 

It  is  proposed  the  existing  library  now  located  in  the 
basement  of  the  Williams  Municipal  Building  be  relocated  to  a 
separate  structure.  The  new  site  should  be  in  a  location  with 
heavy  pedestrian  traffic  (usually  part  of  a  commercial  area.) 

One  of  two  alternate  locations  is  proposed  (See  Figure  4-1) , 
The  site  near  the  cathedral  is  central  to  the  South  End  and 
could  tie  in  well  with  the  commercial  facilities  of  the  area. 
It  is  near  the  Cathedral  Housing  Project,  and  the  area  of  pro- 
posed new  housing  north  of  Shawmut  Avenue. 

The  second  alternative  -  a  site  near  Massachusetts  Avenue 
and  Washington  Street  -  is  also  within  a  commercial  area.   It 
has  the  additional  advantages  of  being  near  a  transit  stop  and 
would  provide  more  convenient  service  for  the  Lower  Roxbury 
area. 

Medical  Facilities 

A  study  is  now  underway  by  the  BRA  staff  to  determine  fu- 
ture land  requirements  for  medical  facilities  around  Boston  City 
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Hospital,  and  Boston  University  School  of  Medicine. 

The  questions  that  need  to  be  answered,  in  terms  of  the 
South  End  Plan,  are; 

1.  How  much,  if  any,  additional  land  now  in  other 
uses  is  required  for  the  orderly  expansion  of  the 
medical  facilities. 

2.  If  land  is  needed,  where  can  it  be  made  available. 

3.  How  much  off-street  parking  is  needed  to  relieve 
the  congestion  in  surrounding  residential  areas. 

1.  Boston  City  Hospital 

Further  development  on  the  existing  site  is  hampered  by 
the  lack  of  vacant  land.  However,  by  carefully  programming 
the  replacement  of  outmoded  buildings,  it  will  be  possible  to 
accommodate  all  new  buildings  with  room  to  spare. 

A  variable  in  the  building  program  is  the  future  of  the 
Long  Island  Hospital.  Present  proposals  assume  that  the  care 
of  chronic  cases  and  alcoholics  would  be  moved  to  the  City  Hos- 
pital, and  that  aged  patients  requiring  minimum  care  would  ei- 
ther stay  at  Long  Island  or  be  relocated  to  some  other  facility. 

Major  construction  programs  at  the  Hospital  are  shown  in 
Table  4-2  and  Figure  4-2.  Remodeling  of  existing  buildings  and 
minor  improvements  are  not  included. 
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Xafrle   4-2 
Major  Capital  Improvements  -  City  Hospital 


Building 


Year  Proposed 


Purpose 


Design  Requirements 


Services  & 
Supply 

a 
Chronic  Hospital 


SJurses'  Home 


General  Hospital 


1964 
1965 

1967 


1969 


Replace  scattered    About  80,000  sq.ft. 

facilities. 
Replace  Long  Island.  Total  area: 

110,000  sq.ft. 
Stories:   5 
Deds:   300 
New  school  and  re- 
placement of  exist- 
ing nurses'  home.   Total  area? 

250-  300,000  sq.ft. 
Stories:  1  bldg. 
with  15 
or     2  bldgs. 
with  7  -8 


Replace  existing 
pavilions  used 
for  patient  care. 


Total  area: 

250,000  sq.ft. 
Stories:  10 
Beds:   600 


Parking; 


(See  under  Parking) 


The  improvements  listed  above  will  leave  room  for  some 
surface  parking,  if  the  building  heights  indicated  are  used. 
The  South  Department  would  not  be  required  for  hospital  use, 
and  at  least  part  of  it  could  be  developed  for  medically  related 
housing. 
2.  Welfare  Department:  Temporary  Home  for  Women  and  Children 

The  Welfare  Department  needs  to  construct  a  new  home  to 
replace  the  one  in  the  Government  Center  area.  The  site  must 
be  at  least  half  an  acre  in  size,  to  accommodate  a  3  to  4-story 
structure  of  approximately  30,000  sq.ft.  of  floor  space. 

The  South  End  Plan  proposes  a  location  at  the  western  end 
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of  the  Hospital's  South  Department  site,  which  is  presently 

used  as  a  parking  lot. 

3.  Boston  University  Medical  Center  -  (including  Boston  Univer- 
sity School  of  Medicine  (BUSM) ,  and  Massachusetts  Memorial 
Hospital  (MMH),  and  the  State  Mental  Health  Clinic.) 

A  detailed  program  of  expansion  has  been  developed  by  the 
firm  of  Anderson,  Beckwith,  and  Haible.  Mew  construction  is 
needed  to  handle  an  expanding  enrollment;  to  replace  obsolete 
facilities?  for  additional  teaching,  research,  and  patient  care 
space;  for  housing  for  students;  and  for  off-street  parking. 

15  additional  acres  is  needed  to  carry  out  the  program. 

The  South  End  Plan  can  accommodate  most,  but  not  all,  of 
the  additional  land  requirements,  as  1.06  acres  of  property 
along  East  Brookline  Street  is  proposed  for  rehabilitation  ra- 
ther than  for  medical  use.  This  will  require  some  rearrangement 
of  buildings  and  less  open  parking.  However,  all  the  facilities 
proposed  by  the  BUMC  Plan  can  be  accommodated. 


BUMC  EXPANSION  PROPOSALS 

Sauare  Feet 

Existing  -  To 

Be 

Existing  -  To 

Be 

Mew  Space 

.pemolished 

Retained 

Needed 

USM  -  Teaching 

36,000 

25,000 

138,000 

BUSM-MMH  Research 

30,000 

80,000 

30,000 

MMH  -  Patient  care 

89,000 

166,000 

120,000 

BUSM  -  MMH  Housing 

— 

176,000* 

Mental  Health  Cen- 

ter 

— 

— 

280,000 

Booth  Memorial 

— 

25,000** 

Parking 

(See 

i  under  Parking) 

*Includes  92  married  units,  224  single  units. 
**Por  unwed  mothers  -  to  be  built  next  to  MMH  by  the  Salvation  Army. 
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4.  Parking 

Parking  studies  have  indicated  a  minimum  need  of  approxi- 
mately 2,500  to  3,000  off-street  spaces  in  this  area,  to  handle 
traffic  generated  by  the  medical  facilities. 

To  accommodate  this  number  of  cars,  parking  structures  ' 
must  be  used  for  most  spaces. 

The  South  End  Plan  proposes  a  public  4-level  parking  ga- 
rage, with  a  capacity  of  1,500,  to  be  built  on  land  now  occupied 
by  the  DPW;  and  that  the  remaining  spaces  be  provided  by  the 
Boston  University  Medical  Center,  and  on  the  surface  at  Boston 
City  Hospital. 


^ocat^rOn 
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PARKING  PROPOSALS 
No.  of  Soacen No.  of  Floors 


Ground  Coverage 


Surface  -  BCH  site  300 
Public  Parking  Garage  1550 
BUSM  750 


90,000  sq.ft. 

4     115,000  M   " 
Not  estimated      Not  estimated 


Totals 


2,600 


5.  Other  Proposals  Related  to  the  Medical  Area 

The  site  accommodation  diagram,  Figure  4-2,  also  shows  land 
available  for  a  medical  office  building,  and  other  medically  re- 
lated commercial  uses.  The  potential  market  and  proper  size  of 
these  facilities  will  require  additional  investigation. 

6.  South  End  Health  Center 

Investigations  made  for  the  capital  improvement  program 
found  that  the  present  health  center  adjacent  to  the  City  Hospi* 
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tal  is  not  central  to  the  population  served,  and  is  too  small 
to  handle  all  the  functions  of  a  multi-purpose  health  facility. 
It  recommends  the  relocation  of  the  center  to  the  Williams  Build- 
ing. 

Further  investigation  of  this  proposal  will  be  required 
in  connection  with  the  future  use  of  the  Williams  Building  and 
the  potential  reuse  of  the  present  Health  Center  building. 


MEDICAL  FACILITIES   FIG.  4-2 
Boston  City  Hospital  Buildings 
EXISTING: 

A.  Out-Patient 

B.  Administration 

C.  Thorndike  (Research) 

D.  X-Ray  Annex 

E.  Surgical 

F.  Maternity  (Patient  Care) 

G.  Children's  (Patient  Care) 
H.   Dowling  (Admitting) 

J.   Boiler  House 

K.   Mallory  Institute  (Pathology,  Morgue) 
L.   Laundry  (Possibly  Converted) 
M.   Sears  (Research) 
NEW  CONSTRUCTION; 

N.   Service  and  Supply  Building 

0.  Chronic  Hospital  (300  beds,  including 

cafeteria  and  pharmacy) 
P.   Nurses'  Home  and  School 
Q.   General  Hospital  (600  beds) 
BOSTON  UNIVERSITY 
MEDICAL  CENTER  BUILDINGS 
(From  Anderson,  Beckwith,  and  Haible  Study) 
EXISTING ; 

1.  Research 

2.  Collamore  (Patient  Care  conv.  to  Research) 

3.  Evans  (Patient  Care  conv.  to  Research) 
NEW  CONSTRUCTION: 


4. 

Mental  Health  Center 

5. 

Health  Services  and  Education 

6. 

Patient  Care 

7. 

Services 

8. 

New  Evans  (Research) 

9. 

Teaching  Laboratories 

10. 

Academic  Building 

11. 

Student  Union 

12. 

Residence 

13. 

Power  and  Maintenance 

OTHER  BUILDINGS: 

X.   Parking  Garage 

Y.   Welfare  Home 

Z.   Medically  Related  Commercial  Building 
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MEW  HOUSING  CONSTRUCTION 

A  total  of  53.8  acres  is  proposed  for  acquisition  to  be 
developed  for  housing.   (See  Figure  5-1) 

Rough  estimates  have  been  prepared  as  to  the  number  of 
units  and  total  population  that  can  be  accommodated  on  these 
sites.  This  was  done  first  by  evaluating  the  reuults  in  other 
projects  now  underway.  The  densities  below  (expressed  in  housing 
units  per  acre)  were  calculated  by  dividing  the  total  site,  in- 
cluding internal  street  and  parking  areas,  by  the  number  of  units. 


HOUSING  DENSITIES  IN  221(d) 3  PROJECTS 

NAME TYPE  OF  UNIT HOUSING  UNITS /ACRE 

Marksdale  Gardens          Row  22.0 

Char lane                   Row  18.6 

Academy  Homes              Row  -  Walk-up  Apts.  27.0 
Castle  Square             Row  -  Walk-up  Apts. 

6-story  towers  44.0 

Densities  in  the  South  End  v/ill  vary  from  the  above  ex- 
amples, depending  upon  the  sise  of  the  units  and  the  parking 
requirements . 

VThether  or  not  all  new  housing  must  have  100%  off-street 
parking  has  not  been  resolved,  and  is  not  likely  to  be,  for  some 
time.  The  current  regulations  under  the  221(d) 3  program  require 
100%  parking. 

As  a  rough  guide,  densities  were  based  on  calculations 
of  35  units  per  acre  for  areas  on  minor  streets  in  the  interior 
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of  the  South  End,  and  45  units  per  acre  for  sites  along  the 
major  arteries.   (These  densities  are  optimistic,  but  not  un- 
obtainable. ) 

Acres Number  of  Units 

35  units/acre  23.2  812 

45  units/acre  30.6  lr377 

TOTALS  53.8  2,189 

(Rounded  to  2,200) 

Using  the  above  estimate  of  total  units  that  can  be  con- 
structed, what  is  a  reasonable  distribution  in  terms  of  rent 
levels,  and  unit  size,  to  arrive  at  a  balanced  program,  ser- 
ving low  and  middle  income  groups  and  family  sizes? 

BPttfftoq  fipr  the  Eltifirly  -  Earlier  studies  have  indicated 
there  are  some  5,400  elderly  people  living  in  the  South  End, 
80%  of  whom  live  alone.  Thus,  elderly  households  total  4,300, 
or  14%  of  the  existing  households  in  the  South  End.  Probably 
the  entire  housing  program  could  be  devoted  to  housing  this 
group,  without  fear  of  being  faced  with  vacant  units.  However, 
this  would  not  be  a  balcuced  program,  nor  would  it  be  realistic 
in  terms  of  the  need  for  units  in  other  areas. 

Recognizing  the  overwhelming  need  for  elderly  housing, 
approximately  400  units  (not  including  the  96  for  Castle  Square]! 
are  proposed.  Some  of  these  could  be  constructed  under  pro- 
grams other  than  Public  Housing. 

Public  Housing  for  Families  -  The  South  End  will  continue 
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to  be  an  area  accommodating  large  numbers  of  low  income  fami- 
lies .   It  \tfill  also  continue  to  be  an  area  receiving  immigrants 
from  the  South  and  Puerto  Rico,  although  the  rate  is  impossible 
to  predict.  As  with  the  need  for  elderly  housing,  the  potential 
is  great  enough  to  fill  every  unit  proposed  for  construction. 
Again,  some  kind  of  balance  has  to  be  struck  with  other  housing 
objectives. 

Because  there  are  now  a  large  number  of  existing  public 
housing  units  in  the  South  End,  and  as  one  objective  of  the 
renewal  program  is  to  make  the  area  somewhat  less  of  a  low  in- 
come ghetto,  a  modest  program  of  300  additional  new  units  lo- 
cated on  scattered  sites  is  proposed.  This  number,  added  to 
the  housing  program  for  the  elderly,  should  be  adequate  at 
least  to  handle  the  families  desiring  this  type  of  accommoda- 
tion who  are  displaced  by  renewal  (providing  they  are  avail- 
able in  time) . 

As  an  alternative,  300  221 (d)3  units  could  be  made  avail- 
able as  part  of  a  rent  supplerse atation  program.   Additional 
family  units  can  also  be  provided  through  rehabilitation. 

221(d)3  -  1100  units  are  proposed  for  construction  under 
this  program.  ^. 

Foundation  problems  that  could  raise  unit  rents  by  as 
much  as  $10.00  a  month  (See  Figure  5-2),  along  with  adverse 
environmental  conditions  in  some  areas,  are  likely  to  slow  the 
development  of  some  sites.  An  alternative  (but  not  necessarily 
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desirable)  possibility  is  to  develop  the  least  marketable  sites 
for  public  housing  or  some  non-residential  use.   If  the  rent 
subsidy  program  works  out,  it  could  help  take  up  some  of  the 
slack. 

Higher-Priced  Units  -  Privately  constructed  apartment 
units  developed  under  programs  other  than  221(d) 3  may  be  mar- 
ketable in  areas  close  to  Back  Bay.  If  not,  they  could  be 
developed  as  221(d) 3  units.  Potential  sites  can  accommodate 
approximately  400  units  of  this  type. 

Additional  Units  Supplied  Through  Rehabilitation  -  There 
are  352  tax  title  units  located  in  66  structures  scattered 
throughout  the  South  End  in  areas  not  proposed  for  clearance. 
Most  of  these  units  are  vacant  and  there  is  also  an  unknown, 
but  considerable,  number  of  vacant  structures  in  private  owner- 
ship. 

Rehabilitation  of  many  of  these  can  be  undertaken  by  the 
Housing  Authority,  bu  the  BRA  as  a  demonstration  project,  or 
by  a  private  developer  after  they  are  turned  over  to  him  by 
the  BRA  at  nominal  cost.  The  number  of  such  units  that  can  be 
added  to  the  total  housing  supply  is  difficult  to  estimate. 
However,  300  such  units  have  been  used  as  a  reasonable  guide. 

Population  Estimatea  -  Based  on  the  program  outlined 
above,  population  estimates  are  as  follows:   (Figures  do  not 
include  Castle  Square) . 
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POPULATION  ESTIMATES 


Ni 

imber  of 

Estimated  Pop- 

Total 

Units 

ulation  per 
Unit 

Population 

Housing  for  the  Elderly 

400 

1,2 

480 

Public  Housing  for  Families 

300 

3.S 

1,030 

221(d)  3 

1,100 

3.4 

3,740 

Other  Private  Construction 

400 

3.0 

1,200 

Rehabilitated  Units  (Direct 

Public  Action) 

300 

3.4 

1,020 

TOTALj 

2,500 

,  ^ 

7,520 

Existing  Occupied  Units 

Uw^ 

on  Sites  to  be  Cleared 

2,990 

5,643 

Net  Change 

-490 

+1,877 
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RETAIL  DEVELOPMENT 

Development  assumptions  based  on  current  and  anticipated 
conditions  were  analyzed  by  Larry  Smith  and  Company,  and  given 
further  study  by  the  BRA  staff.   Briefly; 

1.  A  declining  population  and  changing  market  conditions 
have  left  the  South  End  with  large  amounts  of  vacant  and  under- 
utilized retail  and  service  space. 

2.  Almost  all  shopping  in  the  South  End  will  continue 
to  be  neighborhood-oriented.   Changes  in  local  employment  will, 
however,  affect  sales  in  some  areas.  Declines  in  sales  should 
be  anticipated  in  areas  such  as  the  present  flower  market,  when 
these  activities  are  moved  to  other  areas. 

3.  A  very  modest  amount  of  new  retail  and  service  con- 
struction (Smith  and  Company  estimated  80,000  square  feet)  could 
be  supported  in  the  South  End  to  handle  convenience  goods  (food, 
inexpensive  clothing,  etc.).   Department  stores  and  other  stores 
handling  specialized  goods  are  not  considered  feasible. 

4.  There  is  essentially  no  market  in  the  South  End 
for  new  office  space. 

Given  these  conditions,  what  kind  of  new  development 
should  be  encouraged,  and  where?  One  of  two  alternatives  might 
be  followed: 

1.  A  policy  which  attempts  to  maximize  new  construction  - 
thus   "modernizing"  the  retail  facilities  in  the  South  End. 

2.  A  policy  which  holds  new  construction  to  a  minimum, 
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thus  providing  maximum  encouragement  for  the  rehabilitation  of 
existing  stores. 

Under  the  first  alternative,  three  or  four  small  shopping 
centers  would  be  constructed  which  have  a  supermarket,  a  few 
other  convenience  stores,  and  a  2% 1  ratio  of  parking  (2  square 
feet  of  parking  for  every  square  foot  of  floor  space.)   This 
is  the  approach  being  used  in  Washington  Park. 

Such  an  approach  is  not  considered  appropriate  for  the 
South  End.   At  present,  only  20%  of  the  households  have  automo- 
biles.  The  development  of  shopping  centers  would  force  large 
numbers  of  samll  local  stores  out  of  business,  and  thus  in- 
convenience those  forced  to  walk.   Such  an  approach  would  also 
increase  the  problems  of  retail  rehabilitation. 

Therefore,  to  maximise  rehabilitation  and  strengthen  the 
economic  position  of  stores  to  remain,  construction  of  new  re- 
tail and  service  facilities  should  be  held  to  a  minimum.   New 
construction  should  be  encouraged  only  for  those  businesses 
forced  to  relocate,  or  as  an  integral  part  of  a  new  housing  de- 
velopment, as  is  being  planned  for  Castle  Square. 

This  does  not  mean  the  South  End  will  be  without  con- 
veniently located  supermarkets  for  those  who  prefer  this  type 
of  store.   Three  supermarkets  are  now  located  in  the  area,  and 
one  will  be  added  as  part  of  the  Castle  Square  development. 
(One  of  the  existing  markets,  the  Stop-and-Shop  on  Black  stone 
Square,  will  be  acquired  either  for  new  housing  or  as  part  of 
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the  new  Bates  School  site.)   No  additional  supermarkets  are  be- 
lieved necessary  or  desirable. 

Acquisition  of  the  First  National  site  has  also  been 
proposed  in  order  to  allow  redesign  of  the  block  fronting  the 
Cathedral.  However,  this  should  be  done  only  if  the  First  Na- 
tional agreed  to  rebuild  in  the  same  general  area. 
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INDUSTRIAL  DEVELOPMENT 

The  South  End  As  a  Location  for  Industry 

The  South  End  has  a  number  of  advantages  as  an  industrial  area. 
As  a  result,  rather  well-defined  types  of  activities  have  located 
here  in  the  past.   General  characteristics  include: 

1.  Firms  oriented  toward  distribution  rather  than  manufactur- 
ing: 

Those  handling  perishable  or  rapidly  obsolete  products, 
such  as  baked  goods ,  flowers ,  and  newspapers ,  are 
particularly  inclined  to  favor  a  central  location  such 
as  the  South  End.   Distributors  linked  closely  to  other 
central  city  activities  also  find  this  a  good  location; 
for  example,  distributors  of  liquor,  prepared  lunches, 
etc. 

2.  Small  firms  with  respect  to  the  number  of  employees: 

Such  firms  are  often  limited  in  their  financial  resources, 
and  have  fluctuating  employment.   They  depend  on  supplies 
and  a  pool  of  labor  being  readily  available. 

3.  Firms  employing  unskilled  or  semi-skilled  labor: 
Laundries  are  an  example.   Such  industries  need  a  readily 
accessible  pool  of  labor  and  inexpensive  space. 

Firms  not  needing  a  central  location,  a  pool  of  unskilled  or 
semi-skilled  workers  or  who  have  requirements  for  rail  or  water 
access  are  not  likely  to  find  any  particular  advantage  in  locating 
in  the  South  End.   Taxes  are  likely  to  be  relatively  high,  parking 
is  generally  unsatisfactory,  traffic  congestion  is  a  continuing 
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problem,  it  is  difficult  to  assemble  a  site  of  any  size,  expan- 
sion is  difficult,  and  the  environment  is  generally  unattractive; 
it  is  not  a  prestige  location  for  development. 

The  Image 

What  is  the  further  development  of  industry  and  emA  re- 
lated non-residential  uses  going  to  look  like? 

Indications  are  that  it  will  be  mostly  one  and  two-story 
construction,  which  has  neither  the  size,  architectural  quality, 
extent  of  landscaping  or  sprawling  appearance  of  the  Route  128 
firms. 

Given  these  conditions,  and  since  much  of  the  existing 
industry  will  not  be  cleared,  site  development  not  too  dissi- 
milar to  the  New  York  Streets  can  be  anticipated. 

The  question  of  multi-story,  more  intense  development 
was  studied  by  Larry  Snith  and  Company,  with  the  general  con- 
clusion it  would  not  be  readily  marketable.  Multi-story  in- 
dustrial space  is  in  plentiful  supply  (an  estimated  two  million 
square  feet  of  loft  space  is  vacant  in  the  Boston  Metropolitan 
Area) ;  and  operating  on  more  than  one  level  is  not  profitable 
for  many  firms. 

Public  action  to  soften  or  make  less  objectionable  the 
appearance  of  the  industrial  area  can  be  taken  in  the  treatment 
of  the  public  rights  of  way  .  and,  to  some  extent,  through  de- 
velopment controls.  However,  controls  that  are  too  stringent 
will  inhibit  or  prevent  development,  and  reduce  the  sales  price 
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of  land.  Therefore,  controls  are  likely  to  have  only  a  limited 
effect  on  overall  appearance. 

Public  action  by-and-large  should  be  concentrated  on 
treatment  of  the  edge  between  the  industrial  and  residential 
areas  along  Harrison  Avenue.  Controls  should  provide  adequate 
set-backs  and  landscaping  along  the  public  right  of  xvay.  Buil- 
ding layout,  as  well  as  loading  and  parking  controls,  should  be 
designed  to  minimize  conflict  between  the  residential  and  in- 
dustrial areas.  The  exact  treatment  will  require  further 
decign  study  during  project  execution. 
Potential  Industrial  Areas 

Three  areas  in  the  South  End  were  evaluated  for  additional 
industrial  development.  In  only  one  (Area  I  -  See  Figure  7-1) 
is  it  proposed  that  an  extensive  amount  of  land  be  acquired  and 
developed  for  industrial  use  as  part  of  the  renewal  plan. 

AREA  I—  ADJACENT  TO  NEW  YORK  STREETS  PROJECT 

This  area  is  now  devoted  largely  to  industrial  use.  Op- 
portunities for  additional  development  exist  through  acquisition 
of  the  MTA  yards,  the  Rotch  Playground,  some  scattered  residen- 
tial and  vacant  sites,  and  the  anticipated  filling  of  the  Fort 
Point  Channel  along  Albany  Street. 

A  number  of  industrial  firms  have  formed  the  South  End 
Industrial  Corporation  to  further  develop,  the  area. 
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SOUTH  END  INDUSTRIAL  DEVELOPMENT  CORPORATION 
NAME  ADDRESS  PRODUCT       EMPLOYMENT 

Collin  Box  and    56  Bristol  Street  Distributor  of 

Supply  Co.  Corrugated  Box       11 

Frank  B.  Curry  Co  560  Harrison  Ave.   Interior  wood- 
work mfg.  235 
Wm.  McDonald 

&  Co.  34  E.  Concord  St.   Mover  22-25 

Wm.  Norcross  Co.   516  Albany  St.     Building  Materi-     12 

als  supplier 
Plymouth  Mfg.  Co.  Mfg.  of  outer 

clothing  475 

Greater  Boston    460  Albany  St.     Magazine  Dist.   (Not  Avail.) 

Dist. 
French  Shriner    443  Albany  St.     Shoe  Mfg.  400 

Walton's  Lunch    1083  Washington    Food  Dist.         1700 

St.  (Castle  Sq.) 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  South  End  staff  that  the  Industrial 
Development  Corporation  should  be  encouraged  to  develop  the  sites 
proposed  for  acquisition  north  of  Maiden  Street  and  west  of 
Albany  Street.   Some  will  be  required  to  relocate.   For  example, 
Collins  Box  is  affected  by  the  Dover  St.  widening,  and  others  need 
room  for  expansion.   In  addition  to  these  requirements,  a  15-acre 
site  is  needed  for  the  flower  market. 

The  sites  proposed  for  acquisition  and  industrial  development 

in  this  area  are  shown  in  figure  7-2. 

PROPOSED  SITES  FOR  ACQUISITION  (AREA  I) 

Site  No.  Current  Use         Assessment  x  1.5   Area  Population 
(S.F.) 

1  Rotch  Playground  $    188,400   121,644  0 

2  MTA  Yards  1,490,250    323,539  0 

3  Residential  106,050    29,270  186 

4  Residential,  Parking  131,850    57,077  317 

5  Institutional, 

Recreational  11,700     9,411        0 

6  Commercial,  Residential,     42,150    13,287       24 
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7  Parking,  Residen-       50,850  38,887      23 

tial.  Industrial 

8  Industrial  25,500       5,940     0 


$2,046,750      599,055      550 
(13.8  acres) 

Estimated  Acquisition  Cost  per  S.F.  is  $3.42. 


Discussion  with  MTA  officials  indicates  relocation  of  the 
MTA  yards  is  possible.   The  length  of  time  necessary  to  move  the 
yard  is  not  known. 

The  Rotch  Playground  is  poorly  located  in  relation  to  the 
residential  community.   It  will  be  replaced  by  the  p.layfield 
adjacent  to  the  new  Williams  School. 

Housing  that  is  to  be  cleared  is  in  poor  condition,  and 
isolated  from  the  rest  of  the  community. 

Additional  sites  such  as  those  now  occupied  by  loft  buildings 
on  Bristol  and  Thayer  Streets  have  also  been  considered  for  acqui- 
sition. Although  old  and  in  only  fair  condition,  most  of  these 
buildings  are  occupied.   Lacking  a  professional  appraisal  as  to 
their  future  utility,  and  with  overall  project  costs  and  non- 
residential relocation  problems  in  mind,  it  is  recommended  these 
properties  not  be  acquired. 
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AREA  II  -  LOWER  ROXBURY 

This  area  is  now  a  mixture  of  uses,  some  of  which  are  im- 
portant to  retain  (Oee  riguee  7  >)  . 

Land  Use  Acres         Per  Cent 

Residential 

Commercial  and  Industrial 

Institutional 

Vacant 

17.9  99% 

Industrial  uses  have  gradually  been  replacing  residential 
uses  for  years.   Some  of  the  land  in  residential  use  and  half 
the  vacant  land  is  held  by  commercial  or  industrial  firms  for 
expansion  and  parking.   However,  until  the  alignment  of  the  Inner 
Belt  has  been  determined,  full  development  of  this  area  is  not 
possible  and  should  be  assigned  a  low  priority. 

Both  new  housing  and  new  industrial  development  possibili- 
ties have  been  studied  for  this  area.   Reasons  for  including  new 
housing  development  have  been  stated  as  follows: 

1.  The  A.M.E.  Zion  Church  is  interested  in  constructing 
new  housing  -  perhaps  100  units. 

2.  There  are  several  churches,  some  of  historical  value, 
which  should  be  retained  and  around  which  a  new 
residential  community  can  be  built. 

3.  This  location  is  close  to  the  City  Hospital  and  B.  U. 
Medical  Center,  and  is  therefore  well  situated  in 
relation  to  new  housing  construction  for  nurses ,  in- 
terns, and  other  hospital  employees.   This  relation- 
ship to  medical  facilities  also  makes  it  a  good  location 
for  elderly  housing. 
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4.   The  desire  to  increase  the  housing  supply  in  the  South 
End  means  that  every  effort  should  be  made  to  limit 
industrial  expansion  in  areas  where  housing  can  be 
developed. 

The  planners  working  on  the  South  End  project,  while  recog- 
nizing and  agreeing  with  the  intent  of  the  above  points,  and 
while  also  recognizing  the  potential  social  and  political  com- 
plications of  this  area,  nevertheless,  are  not  convinced  developers 
of  private  housing  could  or  should  be  encouraged  to  build  in  this 
area  in  the  near  future. 

1.  At  the  present  time,  this  is  an  extremely  poor  environ- 
ment to  build  housing.   It  is  bounded  on  one  side  by 
the  Elevated  and  on  two  others  by  industry  and  the 
future  Inner  Belt.   Green  Shoe  alone  employs  1,700 
persons  who  drive  an  estimated  1,000  cars.   As  they 
will  lose  much  of  their  parking  when  the  Inner  Belt 

is  constructed,  this  will  increase  the  pressure  on 
this  area  for  industrial  parking.   Industry  of  this 
scale  is  not  compatible  with  residential  development. 

2.  Because  of  the  adverse  environmental  conditions,  the 
market,  in  the  opinion  of  the  planners,  is  likely  to 
be  weak,  relative  to  other  locations  in  the  South 
End,  and  it  will  be  difficult  to  attract  a  developer 
to  this  location.   While  a  few  hospital  personnel 
would  undoubtedly  be  interested  in  living  here,  there 
are  other,  more  attractive  possibilities  within  the 
South  End.   The  number  of  hospital-oriented  households 
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is,  in  any  case,  likely  to  be  very  small. 
The  planners  of  the  South  End  hesitate  to  encourage  a 
development  pattern  that  appears  to  be  very  difficult  to  carry 
out.   Recognizing,  at  the  same  time,  the  need  to  retain  as  many 
existing  housing  units  and  institutions  as  possible,  they  feel 
that  a  minimum  acquisition  program  may  be  the  best  approach  for 
this  area. 

AREA  III  -  COLUMBUS  AVENUE 

The  possibility  of  developing  this  area,  including  Carter 
Playground,  for  industrial  use  -  perhaps  in  conjunction  with 
the  expansion  of  Northeastern  University  -  has  been  advanced 
at  various  times  by  members  of  the  BRA  staff  and  others.   Ties 
across  the  Inner  Belt  to  new  industrial  or  institutional 
development  in  Roxbury  have  also  been  discussed. 

However,  as  no  specific  development  plans  have  been  set 
forth  by  Northeastern,  as  a  strong  BRA  commitment  has  been  made 
to  develop  housing  on  the  site  now  occupied  by  Smith  Transfer 
Co.x  and  as  development  would  require  relocation  of  over  400 
non-white  persons  living  in  relatively  sound  housing,  it  is 
proposed  that  no  industrial  development  be  proposed  for  this 
area  at  the  present  time. 

Instead,  Carter  Playground  should  be  retained  and  integrated 
with  the  new  intermediate  school;  new  housing  developed  on 
several  sites  now  devoted  to  non- residential  use,  and  existing 
housing  rehabilitated. 


; 


•      '■-   ■  • 1  ;.-• . 


8-1 
ACQUISITION  AREAS 

During  the  fall  months  of  1963,  an  "agreements"  map  was 
prepared,  which  showed  some  tentative  decisions  for  acquisition 
and  proposed  reuse.  Additional  areas  were  identified  for 
further  study.   The  areas  proposed  for  acquisition  were  outlined 
for  one  of  five  primary  reasons. 

1.  The  site  was  required  for  a  public  facility  - 
usual iy  a  school  or  street  adjustment. 

2.  The  site  was  known  to  have  poor  building  conditions 
which  had  been  identified  by  previous  field  surveys. 

3.  The  site  was  largely  vacant. 

4.  The  present  site  use  did  not  conform  to  proposed  land 
use  plans.   This  mainly  affected  industrial  uses  in 
residential  areas,  and  residential  uses  in  industrial 
areas . 

5.  The  site  was  located  at  a  "Gateway"  to  the  South  End 
and  clearance  was  required  to  carry  out  the  concepts 
set  forth  by  the  Project  Director. 

The  next  step  taken  was  to  field  check  the  area  by  the 
Project  Director  and  one  or  more  planners  and  designers  in 
order  to  further  refine  the  acquisition  areas  and  the  study 
areas  for  which  no  determination  had  been  made;  and  to  reduce, 
where  possible,  the  amount  of  clearance.   The  net  result  of 
this  process  is  shown  in  Figure  8-1. 
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The  population  affected  by  proposed  acquisition  was  re- 
duced from  an  estimated  7,104  to  5,761,  or  from  22%  of  the 
total  South  End  population  to  less  than  19%.   The  reduction 
was  primarily  in  Negro  areas .   (Further  housing  and  population 
characteristics  are  given  in  the  next  section  of  the  report.) 

Acquisition  areas  do  not  include  many  scattered  vacant 
and  boarded-up  buildings  that  might  be  acquired  and  then  sold 
at  a  nominal  cost  for  rehabilitation.   Almost  every  block  in 
the  South  End  has  property  in  this  category,  and  some  form  of 
renewal  subsidy  will  be  required  if  these  buildings  are  to  be 
rehabilitated. 

Acquisition  proposals  also  do  not  make  allowance  for  any 

major  new  institutional  development  in  or  near  the  South  End, 

i 

such  as  the  State  Medical  School,  Community  College,  expansion 

of  Northeastern  University,  City-Wide  High  School,  or  an 
industrial  research  center.   All  of  these  uses,  and  others, 
have  been  given  some  consideration  for  inclusion  along  the 
Inner  Belt  and  other  areas.   Until  some  of  these  proposals 
become  more  definite,  however,  they  cannot  be  incorporated 
in  a  South  End  Plan. 
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RELOCATION   FAMILIES  AMD  INDIVIDUALS 

Relocation  Load 

Estimates  of  the  numbers  of  families  and  individuals  dis- 
placed stems  primarily  from  the  1960  census  -  with  some  adjust- 
ment for  structures  demolished.  As  there  are  many  indications 
the  population  in  the  South  End  has  continued  to  decline  since 
1960,  the  figures  may  be  high.  On  the  other  hand,  there  was 
probably  some  under-reporting  in  the  census  due  to  the  tran- 
sient characteristics  of  the  population. 

As  indicated  in  Table  9-1,  total  population  displacement 
is  estimated  to  be  5,761,  or  18%  of  all  residents  of  the  South 
End.  Acquisition  will  have  a  heavier  impact  on  renters  than 
owners;  on  families  than  on  individuals;  on  non-whites  than 
on  whites.    (See  Table  9-1.) 
Income  Characteristics  -  Rent  Paving  Ability 

Only  rough  estimates  of  income  characteristics  and  rent 
paying  ability  can  be  made,  based  upon  BRA  survey  data  for  the 
South  End  as  a  whole.   However,  the  following  general  charac- 
teristics are  quite  apparent  and  are  unlikely  to  change  with 
more  refined  estimates. 

1.  A  large  proportion  of  households  to  be  displaced  have 

very  lev/  incomes: 

An  estimated  35%  under  $2,000/year. 

An  estimated  85%  under  $5,000/year. 
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RESIDENTIAL  DISPLACEMENT  (AS  OF  MARCH  IS,  1954) 

Total     Acquisition 
Aregs 


%  of  Acqui- 
sition 


Residential  Structures 
Owner-occupied  structures 
Non-owner  occupied  structures 

Total  Housing  Units 

Vacant  units 

Occpd.  rental  housing  units 

Owner-occpd.  housing  units 

One-room  occpd.  units 

Two  or  more  room  occpd.  units 

TQtaA  PopgX?ti9n 
Population  in  households 
No.  of  unrelated  individuals 
No.  of  families 

White  Population  Total 
Population  in  households 
No.  of  unrelated  individuals 
No.  of  families 

Non-White  Population  Total 
Population  in  households 
No.  of  unrelated  individuals 
No.  of  families 


3,537* 
1,710* 
1,835* 

18,467 

2,736 
14,021 

1,710 

7,085 

3,646 

31,525** 

29,966 

12,463 

5,891 

17,838 
16,397 

9,032 

2,927 

13,607 
13,569 

3,431 

2,964 


*  Does  not  include  public  housing  project. 


024 
313 
511 

3,758 
771 

2,674 
313 
903 

2,084 

5,761 
5,487 
2,110 
1,201 

2,976 

2,711 

1,265 

621 

2,735 

2,776 

853 

580 


23% 
18% 
27% 

19% 
27% 
18% 
18% 
13% 
24% 

18% 
18% 

17% 
20% 

16% 
16% 
14% 
20% 

20% 
20% 
25% 
20% 


** 


Includes  1,521  in  group  quarters,  such  as  hospitals  and  Frank- 
lin Square  House. 
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2.  There  will  be  an  exceptionally  large  number  of  single 
individuals  to  relocate  -  a  large  but  unknown  proportion 
of  which  are  elderly & 

An  estimated  37%  of  the  households  are  composed  of  single 
individuals. 

3.  Based  on  23%  of  gross  incomes 

An  estimated  58%  can  pay  $55.00  or  less  for  housing. 

Table  9-2 


FAMILY  SIZE 

EY  INCOME  LEVEL 

FOR  ACOUISI 

TION  AREAS 

Income  Group 

Persons 

per  Occuoie 

d. 

Unit 

Total 

(By  thousand! 

3) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

or 

more 

Under  1 

280 

29 

11 

M 

., 

328 

1.0-1.9 

376 

268 

58 

23 

12 

2 

739 

2.0-2.9 

188 

220 

97 

59 

24 

39 

627 

3.0-3.9 

166 

163 

101 

50 

54 

57 

591 

4.0-4.9 

—55— 

—86- 

47-. 

36- 

— 

-23, 

32 

279 

5.0-5.9 

22 

105 

27 

21 

18 

20 

213 

6.0-S.9 

11 

29 

23 

8 

12 

13 

96 

7.0-7.9 

- 

29 

12 

6 

6 

9 

62 

8.0-8.9 

- 

10 

12 

4 

2 

- 

28 

9.0-9.9 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Over  10.9 

- 

10 

A 

- 

3 

6 

23 

TOTAL:* 

1 

,106 

957 

389 

209 

150 

179 

2,990 

%  of  Total: 

37% 

32% 

13% 

7% 

5% 

6% 

100% 

♦Totals  do  not  add  up  because  of  rounding. 
— —   Indicates  public  housing  eligibility 


Potential  Relocation  Areas 

Where  are  the  5,741  people  required  to  move  likely  to  go? 
In  order  to  make  an  estimate,  the  experience  in  Castle  Square  ois 
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and  then  adjustments  made  to  account  for  the  difference  between 
Castle  Square  residents  and  the  South  End  as  a  whole.   (Castle 
Square  relocation  was  73%  white,  whereas  only  59%  of  those  to 
be  relocated  in  the  rest  of  the  South  End  are  white.) 


l£hl£  £-£ 

PER  CENT  OF  HOUSEHOLDS 

RELOCATING 

IN  EACH  AREA 

Castle  Square  % . 

South  End  % 

Relocation 

Unit-?? 

South  End 

37 

37 

1,106 

South  Boston 

19 

10 

299 

Roxbury 

11 

15 

449 

Dorchester 

8 

13 

389 

Jamaica  Plain 

S 

8 

239 

West  Ro3£bury 

1) 

Brighton  -  Allston 

1) 

Roslindale 

1) 

East  Boston 

1) 

6 

179 

Fenway 

1) 

Charlestown 

1) 

Other  City 

-JJL 

"Inner  Core"  Cities 

6) 

Outer  suburbs 

1) 

Other  Massachusetts 

2) 

Other  New  England 

1) 

11 

329 

Other  States 

1) 

Other  Countries  and 

Puerto  Rico 

I) 

100  100  2,990 

It  is  recognised  that  many  factors  will  influence  what 
actually  happens.   For  example,  a  figure  of  only  37%  was  used 
for  the  number  of  households  that  would  find  relocation  sites 
in  the  South  End.   Castle  Square  relocation  workers  found  that 
a  higher  percentage  of  households  wanted  to  locate  in  the  South 
End  than  were  actually  able  to  do  so  because  of  the  shortage  of 
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suitable  units  in  standard  condition,   Apparently  most  of  the 
South  End's  vacancy  rate  (around  20%)  is  in  rooming  and  sub- 
standard units.   If  low  cost  units  were  provided,  through  re- 
habilitation or  new  construction,  the  percentage  locating  in 
the  South  End   could  be  raised  -  perhaps  to  50  or  S0%. 

A  second  factor  of  importance  is  the  move-out  rate.   If 
it  is  high  in  terms  of  households  moving  each  month,  it  will 
result  in  greater  numbers  moving  to  other  areas. 
Anticipated  Distribution  between  Public r  Sales,  and  Rental  Hou- 

Based  on  e^cperience  in  Castle  Square  and  other  projects, 
the  following  rough  distribution  can  be  anticipated: 


Public  Housing 
Private  Rental 
Private  Sales 


Table  9-4 

RELOCATION!  HOUSING 

Per  cent 

of  Households 

Number 

of  House- 

to  be 

Relocated 

holds  to  be 
located 

Re- 

20% 

5SS 

70% 

2 

,093 

_20% 

29£ 

100%  2,990 


1.   Public  Housing 
No  renewal  project  in  Boston  has  yet  relocated  more  than 
15%  of  the  displaced  population  into  public  housing.  However, 
because  of  the  large  number  of  low  income  families  in  the  South 
End,  and  in  anticipation  of  a  successful  public  housing  program 
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for  rehabilitation  and  for  the  elderly,  an  optimistic  figure  of 
20%  is  used  for  the  South  End. 

2.  Private  Rental 

Of  the  70%  projected  to  locate  in  rental  units,  a  maxi- 
mum of  20%,  or  600  households,  could  afford  221 (d)3  units  (as- 
suming rents  starting  at  $75.00  for  one  bedroom.)  The  remain- 
der itfould  have  to  find  space  in  the  existing  housing  supply. 

3.  Sales  Housing 

This  includes  both  existing  and  new  constructions   given 

the  low  incomes  and  large  number  of  elderly,  no  more  than  10% 

of  the  relocatees  can  be  anticipated  to  purchase  homes. 

COMPARISON  OF  RELOCATION  AND  HEW  HOUSING  PROGRAM 

Households  to  be        Proposed  New 
Relocated Housing 


Public 

Housing  (Family 

and  Elderly) 

598 

Rental 

-  221(d)3 

2,093 

Rental 

-  Other 

— 

Sales 

299 

700 
100 
400 


1,100 


2,990  2,200 

MOVE-OUT  RATES  IN  OTHER  PROJECTS 

Government  Center Castle  Square 

Average  move-outs  per 

month:   (Families)  30.5  56.4 

Average  %  work- load 

per  month:  7%  9% 


If  move-out  rates  are  above  those  used  in  Castle  Square, 
a  larger  proportion  of  households  will  relocate  in  substandard 
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housing?  a  smaller  proportion  will  find  housing  in  the  South  End. 
Increasing  the  size  of  the  relocation  staff  is  not  likely  to 
have  much  effect  on  these  conditions.  However,   if  conveniently- 
located  public  and  private  units  were  available  at  appropriate 
rents,  some  increase  in  the  rate  of  relocation  would  be  possible. 

Using  the  56  per  month  relocation  rate  for  Castle  Square 
as  a  guide,  the  program  would  have  to  be  staged  over  a  4.2  -  year 
period.  This  does  not  include  any  relocation  from  rehabilita- 
tion areas. 
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RELOCATION t   BUSINESS 

r 
Relocation  Load 

It  is  estimated  that  290  of  the  923  business  establish- 
ments in  the  South  End  will  require  relocation. 

This  workload  is  substantially  larger  than  the  97 
businesses  relocated  in  Washington  Park  and  the  167  in  Castle 
Square.   (The  largest  single  volume  of  business  relocation 
activity  to  date  occurred  in  Government  Center,  which  had  a 
total  caseload  of  777.) 

Table  10-1  (See  Page  10-2)  subdivides  the  businesses 
in  the  clearance  area  into  four  broad  classifications  of  com- 
mercial activity,  and  provides  data  on  employment,  commercial 
space  and  assessed  valuation  for  each  group. 

Looking  at  the  overall  picture,  businesses  to  be  re- 
located represent  less  than  one-third  of  the  total  commercial 
activity  of  the  South  End.  However,  the  retail  group  may  pre- 
sent a  problem.  This  group  not  only  entails  the  relocation 
of  the  largest  number  of  firms  of  its  type,  but  also  represents 
the  removal  of  over  50%  of  the  retail  activity  in  the  South  End. 
In  terms  of  space,  an  estimated  three-fourths  of  the  square 
footage  currently  utilized  for  retail  activities  would  be  re- 
moved. 
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Table  10-1 


DISTRIBUTION  OF  BUSINESS  ACTH^TY  IN  PROPOSED 
CLEARANCE  AREA  OF  THE  SOUTH  END 


Classi- 
fication 


TOTAL 


No. of  Estab- 
lishments 
Clear.  %  of 
AjCga-  Total 


Estimated 
Employment 
Clear.  %  of 
Area   Total 


Commercial 
Square  Feet 
Clear.  %   of 
Area Total 


290    31.4%   1475   21.7%  1,487,942   29.6% 


56.5%  476,699  80.9% 

20.3%  350,963  29.8% 

34.2%  211,487  37.9% 

15.8%  448,793  36.8% 


Retail    157 

66.2% 

509 

Services   91 

32.6% 

356 

Wholesale   22 

43.1% 

317 

Manufactur- 

ing      20 

30.3% 

293 

Estimated 
Valuation 
in  Clear. 

Area* 

4,488,935 

2,308,675 

1,441,260 

292,500 

446,500 


*(1)  This  estimate  excludes  23  establishments  in  the  clearance  area 
for  which  no  information  was  available  and  no  estimate  appeared 
reliable. 

(2)  Each  estimate  refers  to  the  entire  structure  within  which  the 
commercial  activity  takes  place. 

(3)  Comparable  data  on  assessed  valuation  of  firms  in  the  total  South 
End  project  is  not  available. 


Castle  Square  Experience 

In  order  to  anticipate  what  might  happen  in  the  South 
End,  the  Castle  Square  relocation  experience  was  analyzed  in 
detail,  as  being  the  most  directly  comparable  experience. 

At  the  time  of  land  acquisition,  December  19,  1962,  there 
were  167  businesses  occupying  space  in  structures  in  the  Castle 
Square  area.   Information  on  status  is  currently  (March,  1964) 
available  for  148  of  these  establishments.  Table  10-2  presents 
a  summary  description  of  some  of  the  available  information. 
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Table  J.Q-2 

RECORDED  EXPERIENCE  OF  ESTABLISHMENTS  FORMERLY 
LOCATED  IN  CASTLE  SQUARE 

Number  of  establishments  recorded        148 

Relocated  at  known  addresses  97 

Total  liquidations  51 

Temponry  until  reestablished  9 

Other  liquidations  42 

Inability  to  transfer  license  7 

Elderly, deceased, or  retired  20 

Evicted  for  non-payment  of  rent  2 

Closed  as  undesirable  1 

No  explanation, or  "inoperative"  12 

Disappeared  4 

As  the  table  indicates,  42  firms  (28%)  are  known  to 
have  gone  out  of  business  for  the  reasons  stated.  Further  analy- 
sis is  needed,  however,  before  it  can  be  determined  whether  or 
not  a  significant  proportion  of  these  firms  would  have  liqui- 
dated in  the  absence  of  renewal  activity. 

Table  10-3  provides  a  picture  of  the  type  of  establish- 
ment in  Castle  Square  that  was  susceptible  to  liquidation. 
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RECORD  OF 

BUSINESS 

LIQUIDATIONS  IN  CASTLE 

SOUARE 

CLEARANCE  AREA 

Type  of  Firm 

Number 

Number 

Per 

cent  Liquidation 

Recorded 
148* 

Liauidoted 
51** 

of  Total 

Total 

34.5% 

Retail 

82 

25 

30.5% 

Service 

33 

16 

48.5% 

Wholesale 

6 

1 

16.7% 

Manufacturing 

10 

0 

0% 
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Table  10-3  continued? 

*The  total  figure  for  establishments  recorded  includes  9  in- 
stitutions and  8  firms  defined  as  "other"  which  are  not  shown 
on  the  table. 

**The  total  figure  for  liquidations  includes  9  firms  which  were 
defined  as  "other"  as  the  name  of  the  establishment  did  not 
suggest  to  which  of  the  four  classifications  the  firm  belonged, 


As  shown  in  the  table,  the  service  establishments  have 
the  greatest  tendency  to  liquidate,  followed  by  retail  estab- 
lishments. Liquidation  of  wholesale  and  manufacturing  firms 
is  minimal  and  inconsequential. 
Distance  Relocated 

Over  half  the  firms  relocated  within  one-half  mile 
of  their  original  site. 

Distance  Relocated      Number  of  Firms   ,   Per  cent 

0  -  h   mile                     44  51.8% 

h  -   1  mile                    ,9  12.9% 

1-2  miles                    14  16.5% 

Over  2  miles                  16  18 . 8% 

85  100.0% 

Whether  the  Castle  Square  experience  will  be  repeated 
in  the  South  End  or  not  is  at  least  questionable.  Because  of 
the  much  greater  area  currently  proposed  for  clearance  we  can 
probably  anticipate  a  smaller  percentage  relocating  within  the 
one-half  and  one  mile  ranges. 
Rerrt  Payments, 

The  annual  rent  per  square  foot  paid  by  relocated  busi- 
nesses is  generally  higher  after  relocation.  Despite  the  fact 
that  most  relocated  firms  have  accommodated  themselves  in  smaller 
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quarters,  the  total  rent  per  year,  in  Castle  Square,  was  still 
higher  for  these  new  locations . 
Application  of  Castle  Square  Experience  to  South  End 

Based  upon  analysis  of  the  Castle  Square  experience, 
several  assumptions  have  been  made  with  regard  to  the  proposed 
South  End  clearance  program. 

1.  Applying  the  record  of  business  liquidation  in  Castle 

Square  to  the  South  End,  we  can  expect  the  mortality 

rate  shown  in  Table  10-4. 


EXPECTED  BUSINESS 

Table  1Q-4 
LIQUIDATION  IN  PROPOSED  SOUTH  END 

CLEARA1 

JJCE  AREA 

%  Liquidated 
Castle  Square 

No. 
S.E 

Type  of  Estab-   Total  No. 
lishment      Clearance 

S.E. 
Area 

Liquidated 
.  Clearance 
Area 

Totals                290 

Retail             157 
Service            91 
VJholesale           22 
Manufacturing       20 

34.5% 

30.5% 
48.5% 
16.7% 
0% 

100 

48 

44 

4 

0 

In  general,  businesses  which  provide  lodging  and  per- 
form personal  services  tend  to  have  a  higher  mortality  rate 
than  do  other  forms  of  service  firms.   In  the  realm  of  retail 
activity,  businesses  dealing  in  the  sale  of  food  and  drink  have 
a  higher  percentage  of  liquidation  than  other  types  of  retail 
firms.  This  is  especially  the  case  for  taverns,  liquor  stores, 
and  entertainment  facilities. 
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2.         Table  10-5 

EXPECTED  DISTRIBUTION  OF  RELOCATED  FIRMS 

Distance  Relocated       %   in  Castle  Square       Sou^h  End, 

0  -  H   mile  51.8%  98 

k   -  1  mile  12.9%  25 

1-2  miles  16.5%  31 

Over  2  miles  18.8%  36 

100.0%  190* 

*Based  on  the  number  of  firms  projected  to  remain  in 
business. 

If  it  is  assumed  that  those  firms  locating  over  one 
mile  from  their  present  site  v/ill  be  outside  the  South  End, 
then  only  123  of  the  above  firms  will  remain  -  or  42%  of  the 
original  290. 
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PROJECT  STAGING 

Project  activities  should  be  spread  out  over  a  period  of 
six  years  or  more.   Relocation  will  require  four  to  five  years. 

A  six- stage  program  is  shown  in  Table  11-1  and  Figure  11-1. 
Clearance,  relocation,  and  redevelopment  of  any  particular  site 
is  considered  to  occur  in  the  same  stage,   in  actuality,  of 
course,  it  can  be  spread  over  several  stages. 

Basic  considerations  in  developing  a  staging  program 
included? 

1.  Initial  activity  concentrates  on  residential  develop- 
ment of  sites  now  vacant  or  in  no n- residential  use. 
This  will  result  in  a  maximum  of  new  housing  with  a 
minimum  of  displacement  in  the  early  stages  of  the 

project. 

/ 

2.  New  schools  and  playgrounds  are  linked  with  new 

housing  construction.   In  most  cases  this  'can  fit 
the  sequence  proposed  in  the  Harvard  School  Study. 

3.  Sites  with  weak  market  potential,  residential  property 
in  industrial  areas,  and  property  along  the  Inner  Belt 
are  cleared  and  developed  during  the  later  stages  of 
the  project. 

4.  Project  improvements  should  occur  in  a  number  of  areas 
within  the  project  simultaneously,  rather  than  con- 
centrate exclusively  in  one  area  at  a  time. 


■  .:.     •. 
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TABLE  11-1 


Stage   Relocation  Load 
(Occupied  H.U.'s) 


New  Housing   Major  Public  Facilities 


390 


606 


603 


761 


703 


334 


196 


350 


480 


410 


42 


301 


New  Bates  School:  New 
Hyde  School;  New  Library 

New  Bancroft  School; 
Skating  Rink/Swimming 
Pool;  Washington  Street 
Playfield 

New  Intermediate  School; 
Recreation  Center;  South 
End  Bypass 

New  Williams  School; 
Widened  Dover  Street; 
Reconstruction  of  Col- 
umbus Avenue 


TOTAL 


2,987 


2,189 


Project     Staging 

"sourw     EKi  D 

■      1ST         ED      <TH 

2K0      ED    ^TH 
3cp     O    fc-nt 


f.  II  -  1 
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PROJECT  FINANCING 

Rough  cost  estimates  are  shown  on  the  attached  H-6200  and 
H-6220  forms .   Basis  for  these  costs  are  outlined  below. 
Project  Cost  Estimate  and  Financing  Plan  -  Form  H-6200 

A  careful  determination  of  the  extent  to  which  project 
improvements  and  supporting  facilities  are  eligible  project 
items  has  not  been  yet  made   Until  this  is  done,  somewhat 
higher  eligibility  percentages  have  been  used  than  may  eventually 
be  justified. 
Line  A- 9   Sale  Price  of  Project  Land 

Land  appraisals  for  Charlestown,  the  most  recent  comparable 

project  for  which  appraisals  were  made,  were  as  follows: 

Sale  Price/Square  Foot 
Residential  (220)  .42 

Residential  (221(d) 3)  .26 

Residential  -  Public  Housing  .57 

Commercial  . 72 

Light  Industrial  .37 

The  Charlestown  residential  prices  seem  high  for  the  South 
End.   The  industrial  figure  was  apparently  kept  low  by  the  urban 
renewal  plan's  design  controls.   If  there  were  no  project  con- 
trols, the  estimated  value  would  have  been  around  .75/sq.  ft. 
(It  is  understood  New  York  Streets  sold  for  about  .67/sq.  ft.) 
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For  the  South  End,  the  following  estimates  have  been  used: 

Reuse So, .  Ft . Sale  Price Estimated  Proceeds 

Residential    2,335,095        .20  467,019,00 

Community 

Facilities     2,161,932        .20  432,386.00 

Commercial  & 

Industrial     1,318,487        .75  988,865.00 

5,815,514  1,889,000.00 

Schedule  3:   Project  or  Site  Improvements  -  non-cash  local 
grants-in-aid 

1.  Streets:   Preliminary  cost  estimates  have  been  made 
by  the  Engineering  Department  for  the  South  End  bypass, 
the  turnpike  service  road,  Dover  St.  widening,  and  Albany 
St.  relocation.   The  estimates  for  other  street  improve- 
ments are  very  rough  and  were  done  by  comparisons  with 
other  projects; 

South  End  Bypass:  1,210,000  (South  End  share  only) 

Turnpike  Service  Road:  1,200,000  (South  End  share  only) 

Dover  Street:  350,000 

Albany  Street:  600,000 

Other:  500,000 

Total:  3,860,000 

2.  Parks,  Playgrounds,  Tot- Lots,  Trees: 
Neighborhood  playgrounds  were  budgeted  at  50,000  each, 

based  on  cost  of  constructing  O'Day  and  similar  facilities  in 
other  cities.  School  playgrounds,  parks,  and  playfields  were 
calculated  at  1.00/sq.  ft.;  and  street  trees  at  50.00  each. 
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Costs 
Neighborhood  Playgrounds  (4)  200,000 

School  Playgrounds  (2)  65,300 

New  Playfield  138,600 

Rehabilitation  of  Carter  Playground  50,000 

Rehabilitation  of  Blackstone  and  Franklin     50,000 
New  Small  Parks  (13)  430,800 

Linear  Parks  202 , 100 

Street  Trees  (1,000)  50,000 

1,186,800 

3.  Streets  and  Park  Lighting:   This  was  computed  on  an 

acreage  basis,  based  on  the  Charlestown  estimates. 

Charlestown  1,111,300  =  $2,223/acre 

500  acres 

South  End    (556  acres) (2,223)  =  §1,258,200 

4.  Watermains :   Based  on  Charles  A.  McGuire  report. 

5.  Sewers  and  Storm  Drainage;   Based  on  linear  foot 
estimates  from  Engineering  Department. 

6.  Traffic  Control,  Traffic  and  Directional  Signs,  Police 
and  Fire  Alarm  Systems:   Done  on  an  acreage  basis,  as  (3)  above. 

7.  Replacement  of  Union  Park  Pumping  Station:   Based  on 
Charles  A.  McGuire  Report. 

Schedule  4 

1.   Schools :   Costs  based  on  $2 , 000/elementary  pupil 

$2 , 500/intermediate  pupil 

This  does  not  include  site  acquisition,  interest,  or 

playgrounds . 

2-   Library:   From  Capital  Improvement  Program  estimate. 

3.  Parking  Garage:   $3, 000/space. 

4.  Health  Building:   From  the  Capital  Improvement  Program 

estimates. 

5.  Swimming  Pools,  Skating  Rink:   Estimate  from  MDC. 
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Project  Expenditures  Budget  -  Form  H-6220 

Line  1:   Total  Survey  &  Planning  Expenditure  -  Estimate  based 
on  Revised  Survey  and  Planning  Application  (as  of 
3/16/64) 

Line  2:   Project  Execution  Expenditures  -  administrative 
overhead,  travel  -  National  Average  is  3.2%  of 
gross  project  cost 

Charles town  (less  the  elevated)  is  3.4% 
South  End  estimate  is  3.5%  of  gross  project  cost, 
and  includes  lines  5,  10,  11. 

Line  4:   Legal  Services  -  $150,000  -  rough  estimate  based  on 
other  projects. 

Line  6:   Acquisition  Expenses  -  Based  on  experience  in  other 
projects  this  runs  about  5%  of  the  value  of  real 
estate  purchases. 

Line  8:   Relocation  costs  -  Has  been  about  $500/ family  in 
other  projects.   For  South  End  -  $400/household 
used  which  takes  account  of  the  large  number  of 
single  individuals.   400  x  2,990  =  1,200,000 

Line  9:   Site  clearance  -  $l,200/residential  structure 

.03  cents/cu.ft.  for  non- residential 
structures  over  1,500  s.f. 
+21%  for  contingencies 

Line  12:   Rehabilitation  - 

a.  Demonstration  Rehabilitation: 

Cost  of  acquisition  $2,500/D.U. 

Cost  of  rehabilitation        5,000/D.U. 
Resale  5,000/D.U. 

100  D.U.'s  x  2,500  =  $250,000 

b.  10  staff  members  -  average  salary 

$8,000  for  6  years  =       $480,000 

Total  for  Line  12:         $730,000 

Line  13:   Interest  -  1.6%  x  1/2  gross  project  cost  x  6  years  = 

$1,880,000 
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Line  14:  Other  Incomes   $250,000  -  rough  estimate  based  on 
other  project  estimates 

Line  16:   Con t i no enc i es  -  10%  of  Line  15 

Line  17:   Real  Estate  Purchases  -  1.5  x  assessment  of  land  and 
buildings  . 

Line  18:   Inspection  -  .75%  of  the  first  10  million  of  Lines  15, 
16,  17,  and  21,  and  .5%  of  the  remainder 
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..rred      ar.d    interest    on 
nt   date)     (R    1401,    R   1403,    P.   1404) 


J.7,000 


Admin . 


listrative    i       rhead    and    services 
(P.    1410.01,     R    1410.09,    P.    1410.16, 
R    1410.19,    P.    1416) 


1,32 


b.    Travel     (P.   1410.05) 


-    2a 


Office    furniture   and   equipment    (R   1475) 


:    service;      :     1410.02  1415) 


.    and    planning    (?   1410.021,    R   1430) 


'.  '  3     2  ; 


.    es    (R   1410.022.    P   1440.02 
.06) 


Temporary   operation   of   acquired    proper 
it    (-)    or   Loss    (t)     (R   1410.027,    R   . 


7a    ..-.    real    estate    tax 
.ts     (P.    144?  . 


Relocation   costs,  exclud ing  Re  locat ion  . 
n    on   Line    21       1   141     .023,    R   1443) 


1.2: 


■   .  ..ranee-  Proceeds    (- )    or   Cos. 

R    1450) 


Project    or    site    improvei 
(R    1410.026,    R   1455) 


In    Lj 


al,     lease,     retention    costs     (R    1410.028, 


.    ..tion   and   cor..  _    (R   1410.029, 

SO) 


000 


est    (R   1420.013,    R   1420.02) 


income     (-)       .     . 


(-) 


(-) 


roject    oi 


apital    grant   basis  -.. .  ject   costs,   ..•:. 


ro  on  Lines  1  thr    -       8    and 


IE 


a;-. . ITY    CLASS    FICATIC  I 


BE   COMPLETED   E 


. 


SET 


(  «) 


or  - 1 


(  b) 


_STED    FOR 



(  c) 


FILLED 


(  i) 


(sun    of    Lines     2     thro.. 
■  r.  g    Line    7b) 


.000 


Contingencies    (for    Cola  =  n    (c),     not     to    exceed 
of    Line     15) 


.    estate    purchases    (R  1440.01) 


' 


Project    .  r, spec t  ion     (R    14 IS) 


135,000 


EXECUTION  EX)  I 

(sum    of    Lines     15,     iff,     17,     and    18) 


22," 


-   f;,:7T7  EXPENDITURES    (ITEM  1   OF 
I    GROSS  PROJECT  COST)    (Line   1   plus    !9) 


: 


relocation  Payments  100#  reimbursable  to  LI 

(R  1501)  ,': 


proval  of  the  Project  Expenditures  Budget  in  the  amounts  and  for  the  time  period  shown  in  Column  (c)  is 
reby  requested. 


', o  c  a  I   Pub  I  i <;  Agency 


Da  te 


Signature    of   Au t ho r i zed   Officer 


Title 


HHFA  APPROVAL 

e  Project  Expenditures  Budget  is  hereby  approved  in  the  amounts  and  for  the  time  period  shown  in  Column  (d). 
e  project  shall  be  completed  hy      _,  IS 


Date 

•  053 

Regional 

37 

BOSTON  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


3  9999  063 


5  808  1 


